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REMARKS 



Claims 1-42 are pending in the present application. Applicant amended claims 1, U, 21, 
31,41, and 42 to fiirther clarify the mvention. Applicant refers to Figs. 5-7 and their 
corresponding description in the specification for support of said claim amendments. No new 
matter has been added. 

Applicant acknowledges with appreciation the Examiner's indication that claims 8, 18, 
28, and 38 contain allowable subject matter. By the above claim amendments aiwJ in view of the 
following remarks, applicant respectfully submits that their respective base claims are in 
allowable form. Apphcani, accordingly, requests that the Examiner allow these claims. 

Claims 31 and 41 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § lOl as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter, in particular, the Bxammer argued that data structures not embodied in 
computer-readable media are descriptive materia] per se. Pursuant to § 2106 IV-B-Ua) of the 
M.P.E.P.. 

"Computer programs are often recited as pan of a claim. Office 
personnel should determine whether the computer program is 
being clamied as part of an otherwise stamtory manufacture or 
machine. In such a case, the claim remains statutory irrespective 
of the fact that a computer program is included in the claim. The 
same result occws when a computer program is used in a 
computerized process where the computer executes the instructions 
set forth in the computer program ...When a computer program is 
claimed in a process where the computer is executing the computer 
program's instructions. Office persotwel should treat the claim as a 
process claim. See paragraph iV.B.2(b), below." (Emphasis 
added) 

Applicant respectfully pomrs out that claims 31 and 41 are directed to a 
computer/processor executing a rendering processing program, and that such a claim is stamtory 
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and should be ireated as a process claim as described in MPBP § 2106 IV.B.2Cb). Applicant 
funber submits thai claims 3 1 and 41 are directed to "computer-related processes limited to a 
practical application in the technological ans," as defined in MPEP § 2106 lV.B.2(b)(ii). 
Apphcant refers to page 1, line 12 to page 4, line 24 of the specification for a description of the 
practical application of the claimed process in the technological ans. Applicant, therefore, 
requests that the Examiner withdraw the § 101 rejection. 

Claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15-17, 20-23, 25-27, 30-33, 35^37, and 40-42 stand rejected 
under 35 J.S.C. §l02(b) as being anticipated by Japanese Application No. 61 1 59690 to Koicjji 
etal. Applicant amended independent claims 1,11, 21, 31, 41 and 42 in a good faith effort to 
fimher clarify the claimed invention as distinguished from the applied reference. The 
Examiner's rejection is, therefore, respectfully traversed. 

The Abstract of Koichi ei al. . as relied upon by the Examiner, appears to describe 
dividing 1024 x 1280 bits of a frame memory into 16 x 20 split regions of 64 x 64, each of which 
corresponds to a pattern memory. It further describes pixel data corresponding to a circle being 
stored as a background m the frame memory and a rectangle being rendered semi-transparenily 
in the panem memory, where a fUl section (in a fill circuit) inhibits and fills pixels of the 
rectangle alternately according to its semi-transparency. As a result, pans of the two objects are 
displayed *' alternatively in a line" where they overlap for an appearance that the circle is behind 
the semi-transparent rectangle. 

Applicant points out that the Abstract of Koichi et al. merely describes a conventional 
rendering scheme summarized on page 3, lines 4-5 of the specification where "object B is 
rendered to be semitransparent." In particular, the fill section of Koichi et al. inhibits and fills 
pixels for the semi-transparency effect of the entire rectangle 32, an object that is positioned 
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Closer lo a virtual viewpoini. Consequently, the system tjescribetj in the Abstract of Koichi eiaL 
suffers the same disadvantage of other prior an systems as described in page 4, lines 2-9 of the 
specification - namely, portions of an object may be made semi-transparent when they should 
not be. 

It is, therefore, respectfully submined that Koichi ei at- , as reUed upon by the Examiner, 
^Is to disclose, 

• •determining an optional area in the frame corresponding to a first 
object in the two-dimensional image; and 

determining overwriie rendering is possible for at least one of the 
predetermined unit areas in the optional area : 

wherein said overwnie rendering provides means for rendering a 
portion of the first object in an area overtyping a portion of the 
optional ayea that corresponds to a portion of a second object in 
the two-dimensional image; and wherein the first object }s 
pQsitiQne4 further from a virtual viewpoint ^han the second object 
and the first object is rendered in each unit area in the overlapping 
area for which overwrite rendering is determined to be possible" 
(emphasis added) 

as recited in amended claim 1. 

Apphcant notes that the Abstract of Koichi et al. mentions an overlaid part 33 merely for 
illusiratmg the result of rendering the entire rectangle 32 to be semitransparent. It does not 
disclose any steps for "deterroining an optional area... corresponding to a first object" and 
"determining overwrite rendering-.in the optional area. .wherein the first object is positioned 
fiirther ft-om a virtual viewpoint than the second object," as recited in claim 1 . 

Advantageously, the claimed invention enables the overlaid portions of an object w the 
foreground to be rendered to appear semi-transparent without having to carry out the semi- 
transparency processing for an entire obj ect. 
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Accordingly, applicant respectfully submits ibat independent claim I, together with 
claims 2-3 and 10 dependent therefrom, is patentable over Koichi et al Independent claims 1 1, 
21,31,41, and 42 have been amended to include limitations similar to those discussed above 
from claim 1, and are, therefore, patentable, together with claintjs 5-7, 12-13, 15-17, 20, 22-23, 
25-27, 30, 32-33, 35-37, and 40 dependent therefrom, over the cited an for at least the same 
reasons. 

Dependent claims 4, 14, 24, and 34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(8) as being 
unpatentable over Koichi et al in vievv of "Computer Graphics: Pnnciples and Practice" by 
Foley et al. : and dependent claims 9, 19, 29, and 39 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §l03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Koichi et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 4.918,625 to Ym- These §103 
rejections combine additional references direcred at the additional features recited in the 
respective dependent claims. Applicant, therefore, respectfully svibmits that such combinations 
of references fail to teach or suggest the above-discussed features of base claims 1, 11, 21, 31, 
41, and 42. even assuming such combinations would be obvious to one sldlled in the art. 
Accordingly, dependent claims 4, 9, 14, 19, 24. 29, 34, and 39 are patentable over the cited an 
for at least the same reasons as those for independent claim I discussed above. 

Statements appearing above in respect to the disclostu-es in the cited references represent 
the present opinions of the undersigned attorney and. in the event that the Examiner disagrees 
with any of such opinions, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner specifically indicate 
those portions of the respective reference providing the basis for a contrary view. 

The Examiner has made of record, but not applied, an additional reference. Applicant 
^preciaies the Examiner's implicit finding that this reference, whether considered alone or in 
combination with others, does not render the claims of the present application unpatentable. 
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in view of the remarks set forth above, this application is in condition for allowance 
which action is respectfully requested. However, if for any reason the Examiner should consider 
this application not to be in condition for allowance, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
telephone the undersigned anomey at the number listed below prior to issuing a fUnher Action. 

Any fee due with this paper may be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1290. 



CUSTOMER ^aJMBER 026304 

Telephone: (212) 940-6384 

Fax: (212) 940-8986 or 8987 

Docket No.: 100809-00095 (SCEY 19.215) 

DTC:fd 



Respectfully submitted. 
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